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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Was/ ngton G5 BP a. Apr iL 11. 1958 
Hon. Cuartes EF. Witson, 
Seere tary of Defense. Washinaton. D. C 

Dear Mr. Secretary: The Committee on Department of Defense 
Organization has the honor to submit herewith its report, as you 
requested on February 19 It is pleased that its members have com 
to unanimous agreement on the recommendations contained herein 

The Committee wishes to acknowledge with gratitude the important 
contribution made to its study by its three senior military consultants, 
Gen. George C. Marshall, Adm. Chester W. Nimitz, and Gen. Carl 
Spaatz, who brought to the Committee the benefit of their wisdom 
and experience 

The Committee has discussed the major problems of organization 
and procedure in the Department of Defense with the former Secre- 
taries of the military departments, with the military chiefs of the 
services, with civilians who have held high office in yo De ‘partment of 
Defense, and with a number of eminent private citizens who — 
had craps relations with problems of defense organ peakaan In add 

tion, it has had the benefit of formal statements, informal anihennaila 
and Sa testimony from principal officers in the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense and the military departments 

It has studied the legislative history of the National Security Act, 
and has analyzed the reports and recommendations of previous sur- 
veys which bear on this problem. The recommendations embodied 
in the report submitted herewith are consistent with the basic prin- 
ciples of the reports of the Commission on Organization of the Execu- 
tive Branch (the Hoover Commission) and its Task Force on National 
Security Organization, and the Citizens Advisory Commission on 
Manpower Utilization in the Armed Services (the Sarnoff Commission 
The Committee believes that its recommendations would further th 
objectives indicated in such earlier studies. 

The Committee, as you requested, has concentrated its attention on 
the basic organization and procedures of the Department of Defens« 
especially with respect to the position of the Secretary of Defense an i 
his rel: itionships with his principal civilian and military officials. 

The Committee believes that the form of organization recommended 
in this report will establish a framework within which the Department 
of Defense can operate more ¢ ffectively to attain the broad objectives 
toward which you and the President are working—to provide the 
Nation with maximum security at minimum cost, and without danger 
io our free institutions. We believe ~ it will be suitable not only 
for the present period of localized war, but also in time of transition 
to either full war or relatively secure peace. The organization of the 
Department of Defense must be adjuste di from time to time to meet 
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the needs of changing conditions. We believe that the organization 
recommended by this report is appropriate at the present time. 

In submitting this report on the top structure of the Department of 
Defense, we are convinced that you should provide through the 
Secretaries ol the three Departments ior a thorough analysis and 
possible revision of the organization and procedures of the military 


With the submission of this report, the Committee requests that it 
be discharged, and it wishes you every success in the important tasks 
which you have undertaken 

Respectfully 
NELSON A. ROCKEFELLER, 
Cha wn, Committee on Department of Defense Organization. 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ORGANIZATION 


INTRODUCTION 


The United States is faced with the continuing challenge of pro- 
viding adequate national defense without wrecking the national 
economy. 

Since the National Security Act was enacted in 1947, the invasion 
of Korea and the repeated evidence of Communist hostility throughout 
the world has made it unmistakably clear that our Nation must 
maintain a strong military position or risk destruction by potential 
enemies——enemies whose progress 1n the modern arts of war now match 
the ruthlessness of their political principles. 

Under these circumstances, we believe that the American people 
will support the President and the Secretary of Defense in establishing 
an organization in the Department of Defense which is capable of 
providing the Nation with maximum security at minimum cost and 
without danger to our free institutions, based on the fundamental 
principle of civilian control of the Military Establishment. 

A major step in this direction was taken with the passage of the 
National Security Act, which was intended to (1) provide through 
the Secretary of Defense a central organization for the exercise of 
direction, authority, and control over the entire Department of 
Defense, in order to establish policies and to assist the President in 
carrying out bis responsibilities and functions as Commander in 
Chief; and (2) set up a decentralized organization for administration 
through the three military departments 

It was not expected in 1947 when the National Security Act was 
adopted, or in 1949 when it was amended, that the national security 
organization should be closed to further improvement. While its 
fundamental principles are still sound, experience indicates that it needs 
to be amended, and that the organization and procedures of the De- 
partment of Defense need to be improved in order to attain four com- 
pelling objectiy es: 


(] The lines of authority and responsibility within the Depart- 
ment must be made clear and unmistakable 
a The Secretary of Defense must be able LO clarify the role 5 
and missions of the services 
) Phi na { | — rc] } , ; fT, ; » 1Iee f . 
» anning mus  Dased on the most ellective use Ol Our 
modern scientific and industrial resources 
(4) The organization of the Department must be able to effeet 


maximum economies without injuring military strength and its 
necessary productive support. 


The Department of Defense cannot now attain these four objectives 
in full. They can be attained only if, by the necessary statutory 
amendments and necessary changes in organization and procedures, the 
Secretary of Defense is given the following tools of sound management: 


: (1) Clear and effective authority over the entire defense organt- 
zation, and control over the principal personnel, civilian and mili- 
tary, in the Department of Defense; 
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2) A system to provide him with complete, accurate, and 

understandable information on which to base decisions; and 

(3) An independent audit of programs and of efficiency of 

performance, by physical inspections where necessary. 

With the aid of such tools and with the support of the President 
and the Congress, the Secretary can carry out the recommendations 
below. 

The purposes of these recommendations are, in summary, as follows: 

1) To clarify the authority of the Secretary of Defense; 

2) To clarify the command channels within the Department, 
especially to strengthen the status of the Secretaries of the 
military departments; 

3) To increase the ability of the Jomt Chiefs of Staff to serve 
as the top military planning and advisory group by 

a) Clarifving the role of their Chairman; 

b) Enabling their other members better to discharge thei 
obligation to the Department as a whole; 

(c) Improving the subordinate staff structure; 

(/) Clarifying executive responsibility for unified commands. 
+) To abolish those statutory boards in the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense which have proved too unwieldy and rigid 
for their task, and to vive the Secretary of Defense nstead an 
adequate number of Assistant Secretaries to perform his essential 
staff functions; 

(5) To enable the Secretary of Defense to safeguard the 
promotional prospects of officers who serve in his Office. 


1. AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSI 

The direction, authority, and control of the Secretary over all 

agencies of the Department, including the three military departments, 

which should continue to be separately organized for effective admin- 

istration, should be confirmed by decisive administrative action, and 
if necessary by statutory amendment. 

Of all those who submitted statements or gave advice to the com 


eck 


mittee, not one disagreed with the view that the Secretary of Defense 
s| ild have complete and effective authority over the entire Depart- 
ment of Defense In this report the Deputy secretary of Defense 
l assumed to be the alter ero of the secretary There IS, never 
the le 1 long record ol challenges based on a legalistic argument 


that the phrase in the National Security Aet which requires that the 
three military departments be “separately administered” is a limita- 
tion on the authority of the secretary of Defense, especially with 
respect to functions assigned directly to the military departments by 
statute. These arguments have been intensified by statutes, enacted 
since the passage of the National Security Act, which vest powers 
directly in the military departments Some officiais have contended 
that such powers are to be administered independently of the Secre- 
tarv of Defense 

This committee has received an opinion from its counsel and the 
General Counsel and Assistant General Counsel of the Department of 
Defense, which states that such challenges have no basis in either the 
language of the laws in que stion, or in their legislative history. The 


I eee 
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committee believes that this interpretation is correct ‘The committee 
further believes that the intent, purpose, and requirements of the 


National SeCCUPLES Act are fulfilled provided that the three military 
departments continue to be separately organized and administered 
by their respective Secretaries subject to the direction, authority, 
and control of the Secretary of Defense. 

The Seeretary of Defense exercises his authority under the National 
Security Act subject to the overriding authority ot the President as 
Chief Executive and Commander in Chiet The President, as Com- 
mander in Chief and as head of the executive | 
directly with subordinates of the Se« retary of Defense, including the 


ranch, is free to deal 


military chiefs of the services In time of war the President as Com- 
mander in Chief can be expected to assume much more active command 
over strategic operations, but this is not In any way inconsistent with 
the National Security Act provision “that the Secretary of Defense 


1 ] 


shall be the principal assistant to the Presid 
to the Department of Defense.”’ 


a 4 . 
ent mm all matters relating 


2. THE SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 


The Secretaries of the military departments, subject to the diree- 
tion, authority, and control of the Secretary of Defense, should be 
the operating heads of their respective departments in all aspects, 
military and civilian alike 

The Secretaries of the military departments occupy positions 
which carry enormous responsibilities for the security of the Nation. 
Each military department is far larger than the War and Navy 
Departments combined in the davs before World War Il. The 
administrative operations with which each is charged are more exten- 
sive than those of any Cabinet department outside Defense. In 
addition, the Secretaries are the principal civilian advisers to the 
Secretary of Defense on the entire range of problems within the 
Department 

The Secretary of each military department carries full responsibility 
for the administration of his department. No witness disagreed with 
the principle that the military chief of each service should be com- 
pletely subject to the direction of civilian authority 

The Committee believes that, to provide the proper method of 
enforcing responsibility, it is essential to have a single channel of 
command or line of administrative responsibility within the Depart- 
ment of Defense and each of the military departments. It does not 
believe that it is possible (for administrative purposes) to make a 
sufficiently clear distinction between military affairs, on the one hand, 
and on the other hand civilian affairs (such as political, economic, and 
industrial affairs) to serve as a practicable basis for dividing respon- 
sibility between military and civilian officers, or for establishing two 
parallel lines of command. 

Except in emergency, the President and Secretary of Defense can 
be expected to give orders to military officers through the channels 
of their civilian secretaries. But even in emergency cases, when 
orders or instructions are sent directly to military officers, such a 
channel of communication does in no sense take the military chief 
of a service out from under his responsibility to the Secretary of his 
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to vote or to settle disagreements These proposals are advanced 
particularly by those who believe that the present definition of the 
roles and missions of the services lacks clarity and invites competition 
among them. The Committee has considered these proposals care- 
fully. It recognizes the difficulties which are inherent in the present 
arrangement. Nevertheless, it believes that present conditions do 
not justify the adoption of any of these proposals. It believes that 
its own recommendations will provide an effective solution to the 
current problem. 

It is essential to keep in mind that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were 
established asa planning and ady isory group, not to exercise command 
The National Security Act emphasized their planning and advisory 
role. The Committee considers it unfortunate that this concept of the 
National security Act has always been obscured in actual practice, 
even before the meetings in 1948 at Key West and Newport, at which 
the Secretary of Defense delegated certain command functions to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

To clarifv the role of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in accord with the 
basic purposes of the National Security Act, this Committee recom- 
mends below that the Key West agreement be revised to remove the 
command function from the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in order to enable 
them to work more effectively as a unified planning agency. 

The Committee believes that the secretary of Defense has much to 

gain from receiving the various views of the military chiefs of the 
services, and that it is desirable for the top planning body to continue 
to include the responsible military chiefs, who will thus have a voice 
in the JCS planning as well as implementing such planning in their 
respective military departments. 

If this system is to be made to work effectively, the Chairman of 

he Joint Chiefs of Staff, without detracting from the function of the 

“oint Chiefs of Staff as a group to serve as the principal military 
_dvisers to the Secretary of Defense, should be given the authority 
“nd responsibility for organizing the subordinate structure of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and Joint Staff in such a way as to help the 
Secretary of Defense discharge his total responsibilities. This will 
enable him to bring into Joint Chiefs of Staff planning at all levels 
a variety of points of view, including those based on scientific and 
technical background and knowledge 

The Committee emphasizes that it is of the utmost importance that 
military planning should be strengthened by the consideration, in the 
arly stages of staff work, of the independent points of view of other 
parts of the Office of the Secretary of Defense and of those of various 
specialists, and that the Secretary of Defense, when making decisions, 
should have a thorough knowledge of the background of each issue 

By the principles recommended above, the civilian control of the 
Department of Defense can be made increasingly effective without 
detracting from the professional status of the military chiefs or from 
their ability to carry out the assigned roles and missions of their 
respective services. 


(a) The importance of a close relationship between the Secretary of 
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff cannot be overemphasized 

The Secretary of Defense, in order to carry out his responsibility 

effectively, should be kept fully informed of the deliberations of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff and of their respective opinions on major issues. 
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muitary department, or relieve him of the obligation to keep his 
service Secretary fully informed 

If the Secretaries of thi military departments are to discharge fully 
their responsibilities, it will be necessary to apply to each military 
department some of the pring iples recommended in this report regard- 
Ing the Department of Defense as a whole. The limitations of time 
have made it impossible for the Committee to deal with the Internal 
problems of the three military departments, but it is vital] lor thi 
efficient operation of the Department of Defense as a whole that the 
Organization of th Muiibary departments be thoroughly reviewed and 


adjusted in the light of the reeomm ndations of the Committee. 


] ] ie j 

he meetines of th mar etaries of thi three nulitary departments 
Which were institute Lt informal] inder the title “the Joint Seer 

es “and were followed the practice of havine meet Ss ol thie 
thre ™~ es with eithy tl See! I mr Dy { secretary of 
Def 34 yrs dine shy id He contin ied The past Secretary of 
Defen found such meetings useful to help decide policy matters in 
whicl all the set ee secretaries were concerns 

Phe Joint Secretaries. inder the guidance of the Secretary of 
Defense. should be in effect a meetine of the reneral managers of 
the Department of Defense and the military departments. In thes 


meetings the Secretary of Defense may set policy for the Department 
as a Whole, with particular emphasis on problems relating to improve- 
ment in the organization of the Department and simplification of its 


procedures. Such mi etings—to which the Secretary could, of course. 
invite such other advisers as he micht wish should help to provide 
the Secretary of Defense with the support he requires in solving the 
administrative problems of the Department, and should enable the 


Service ecretaries to coordinate their thinking with that of the 


secretary of Defense 


3 THE JOIN CHIEFS OF STAFI 


The Joint Chiefs of Staff are the principal military advisers to thi 
President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense. 
The country looks to the Joint Chiefs of Staff to see that the military 
plans of the United States are fully adequate to cope with the chal- 
lenge of any enemy. While such plans must be based primarily on 
military factors, they should also take into account a wide range of 
pe itical and economic factors and should Incorporate the most 
advanced developments of modi rh science and technology. 

JCS plans must provide for the defense of the Nation as a whole 
The members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, although they are also the 
military chiefs of their services. must rise above the particular views 
of their re spective services and proy ide the Secretary of Defense with 
advice which is based on the broadest conception of the national 
interest. It should be explicitly acknowledged that the members of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. in the performance of their duties as such, 
must not be restricted by service positions or instructions. 

It has been proposed that the difficulties inherent in the dual role 
of the service members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff should be removed 
by the creation of a single Chief of Staff, or a single General Staff, or 
by giving the present Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff authority 
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to vote or to settle disagreements. These proposals are advanced 
particularly by those who believe that the present definition of the 
roles and missions of the services lacks clarity and invites competition 
among them. The Committee has considered these proposals care- 
fully. It recognizes the difficulties which are inherent in the present 
arrangement. Nevertheless, it believes that present conditions do 
not justify the adoption of any of these proposals It believes that 
its own recommendations will provide an effective solution to the 
current problem. 

It is essential to keep in mind that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were 
established as a planning and advisory group, not to exercise command 
The National Security Act emphasized their planning and advisory 
role. ‘The Committee considers it unfortunate that this concept of the 
National Security Act has always been obscured in actual practice, 
even before the meetings in 1948 at Key West and Newport, at which 
the Secretary of Defense delegated certain command functions to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

To clarify the role of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in accord with the 
basic purposes of the National Security Act, this Committee recom- 
mends below that the Key West agreement be revised to remove the 
command function from the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in order to enable 
them to work more effectively as a unified planning agency. 

The Committee believes that the Secre tary of Defense hs as much to 
gain from receiving the various views of the military chiefs of the 
services, and that it is desirable for the top planning body to continue 
to include the responsible military chiefs, who will thus have a voice 
in the JCS planning as well as implementing such planning in their 
respective military departments. 

If this system is to be made to work effectively, the Chairman of 

he Joint Chiefs of Staff, without detracting from the function of the 
“oint Chiefs of Staff as a group to serve as the principal military 
“dvisers to the Secretary of Defense, should be given the authority 


“nd responsibility for organizing the subordinate structure of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and Joint Staff in such a wav as to help the 
Secretary of Defense discharge his total responsibilities. This will 
enable him to bring into Joint Chiefs of Staff planning at all levels 
a variety of points of view, including those based on scientific and 
technical background and knowledg¢ 

The Committee emphasizes that it is of the utmost importance that 
military planning should be strengthened by the consideration, in the 
early stages of staff work, of the independent points of view of other 
parts of the Office of the Secretary of Defense and of those of various 
specialists, and that the Secretary of Defense, when making decisions, 
should have a thorough knowledge of the background of each issue. 

By the principles recommended above, the civilian control of the 
Department of Defense can be made increasingly effective without 
detracting from the professional status of the military chiefs or from 
their ability to carry out the assigned roles and missions of their 
respective services. 


(a) The importance of a close relationship between the Secretary of 
Def nse and the Joint Ch iefs of Staff cannot be overe mphasized 

The Secretary of Defense, in order to carry out his responsibility 

effectively, should be kept fully informed of the deliberations of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff and of their respective opinions on major issues. 
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This is necessary in order that he and the President may make major 
operational and command decisions with the fullest possible under- 
standing of the issues involved. It is also necessary so that the 
Secretary and the President may, within the framework of the 
National Security Act, clarify and revise from time to time the assign- 
ment of roles and missions to the several services, and thus make the 
most effective adjustment of our defense organi: ition to new develop- 
ments in strategy and in weapons and to take maximum advantage of 
opportunities for economy. This direct relation between the Secretary 
of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff does not take the individual 
military Chiefs out from under the authority of the Secretaries of 
their respective departments, or relieve them of the obligation to 
keep those Secretaries fully informed, as explained in section 2 above, 

While the purpose of the chiefs should be to reach an agreement on 
what is right and best do to in the national interest, their primary 
joint role is that of advisers to the secretary of Defense and the 
President, and, to both, knowledge ol the full reasoning behind 
unanimous recommendations is as essential as knowledge of the 
reasoning behind issues on which there may be disagreement. 

The primary function of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is to give advice 
and to make recommendations. In their deliberations they do not 
vote, but attempt through a review of the facts to come to agreement 
regarding their recommendations. Even a unanimous agreement 
among them on an important matter is subject to review by the 
Secretary of Defense and the President. 

The Committee recommends that the Secretary continue the present 
practice of attending meetings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff from time 
to time, alone or with his principal assistants. In addition, the Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has the responsibility for bringing to 
the attention of the Secretary the varying points of view of all members 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

While the secretary of Defense and the secretary of State meet 
in the National Security Council, it facilitates the work of the National 
Security Council on major policies to have the State and Defense 
Departments cooperate closely on current operational problems. 
For this reason, the present practice of frequent meetings between 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the appropriate Assistant Secretaries of 
State should be continued, and from time to time it may be appro- 
priate for the Secretaries of State and Defense themselves to take part 
in those meetings. 


b I) order * to de wte more of their time to the ir prim ary duties, the 
ie mbers of the Jorn t ( Ohi efs of Staff should be encouraged to dé legate 
therr less im portant a luties both (1) as chiefs of the services, to their 
de puties ? thei ir respective seri s, and (2) as the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, to subordinate committees 


The tremendous burdens of the military chiefs, both in their respec- 
tive services and as members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, can be carried 
only if they delegate freely te their subordinates. A superior officer 
who delegates authority to subordinates to execute the duties for 
which he is responsible does not lessen, by the act of delegation, his 
own responsibility for the proper exercise of that authority. Only by 
adequate de legation can such authority be effectively exercised. 
This commonly accepted principle should be applied within the Joint 


Chiefs of Staff organization as well as in the service chain of command. 
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The heavy administrative pressure on the chiefs within the military 
services seriously restricts the time and thought that they can devote 
as individuals to their deliberations in the Joint Chiefs of Statf.  Per- 
sonal visits to strategic areas and domestic installations, testimony 
before congressional committees, the normal administrative activities 
pertaining to their offices—all these are heavy demands on the time ol 
a responsible Chief of Staff. These duties should be delegated insofar 
as possible. 

The principal responsibility of the members of the Joint Chiefs of 


Staff must be to the President and the Secretary of Defense. Their 
planning and advisory work as members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
constitutes their primary duty. For this purpose, the Secretary of 


Defense can require of each of them whatever time is necessary. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff should establish a top-level subcommittee 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, along the lines of a De puty JCS. Insofar 
as possible authority to act on those matters which do not warrant 
review and action by the Joint Chiefs of Staff should be delegated to 
this subcommittee. 


(c) The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, without detracti ng from 
the function of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a group to serve as the 
principal mili tary advisers to the Secretary of De fense, should be 
given the authority and responsibility for organizing the subordi- 
nate structure of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Joint Staff in 
such a way as to help the Secretary of Defense to discharge his 
total re spon sibilities 

The selection of the Director of the Joint Staff by the Joint Chiefs 
should be subject to approval by the Secretary of Defense. The 
members of the committees of the Joint Chiefs and the members of 
the Joint Staff should all serve in such positions subject to the approval 
of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs. The Director of the Joint 
Staff, under the direction of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
should be fully responsible for managing all aspects of the JCS sub- 
ordinate structure, including its secretary, secretariat, committees, 
and staff groups. The Chairman, under the authority of the Secretary 
of Defense, should have the authority necessary to appoint con- 
sultants to the Joint Chiefs of Staff from outside the Department of 
Defense, and to set up such ad hoc committees as he may consider 
necessary to advise the Joint Chiefs. 

The National Security Act gives the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff the duty to “provide agenda for meetings of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff and assist the Joint Chiefs of Staff to prosecute their business 
as promptly as practicable.’”’ One purpose of this provision was to 
enable the Chairman to help the Joint Chiefs to concentrate on 
their all-important responsibility for strategic planning by relieving 
them from dealing with many detailed matters. 

The Committee therefore recommends that the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff should feel free, if a matter is referred to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff which he believes could be more appropriately 
handled by a military department, to refer it to the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense with a recommendation that it be assigned to a 
military department for consideration or action. With respect to any 
matter which is to be considered by the Joint Chiefs of Staff organi- 
zation, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (or on his behalf the 
Director of the Joint Staff) should determine which matters merit the 
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attention of the Joint Chiefs, and which are not of sufficient impor- 
tance to come before the Joint Chiefs and can either be delegated to 
the Deputy Joint Chiefs of Staff, or can be handled by the Joint 
Staff 

The Committee believes that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and the Director of the Joint Staff should be given the responsi- 
bility for arranging, and should be directed to arrange, for the co- 
operation of committees and staff groups of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
with other parts of the Office of the Secretary of Defense in the early 
stages of staff work on any major problem. ‘To carry this additional 
burden the Director of the Joint Staff should be given appropriate 
staff assistance, perhaps in the form of a Deputy Director or Assist- 
ant Director of the Joint Staff 

The development of the basis of facts on which decisions are made, 
and the preparation of both military advice from the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff and advice from other parts of the Office of the Secretary— 
such as budgetary advice from the Comptroller, scientific and tech- 
nical advice from research and engineering experts—would greatly 
benefit by the exchange of ideas in the early stages of work on each 
major problem. Such interchange should not only help the staff 
work of the Joint Chiefs of Staff but should also make it possible for 
the Joint Chiefs to be of greater assistance to other parts of the Office 
of the Se retary of Defense for example, by enabling the Secretary 
to bring to bear on an important budgetary decision relating to an 
important weapons system the points of view of all three services, 
instead of only that of the single service most imm«¢ diately concerned, 


d) The Joint Strateqic Survey Committee, as the senior advisory group 
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff un regard to overall strateqy, should be 
stre ngthe ned for the all-important function of strategic planning 

Strategic planning for modern warfare requires not only military 
knowledge and experience, but a wide range of scientific information, 
a knowledge of fundamental cost factors, and similar technical in- 
formation. For this and other reasons, the Joint Strategic Survey 
Committee, and the other committees and staff croups of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff which are assigned duties in connection with strategic 
planning, should be strengthened 

‘The officers to be assigned to the Joint Strategic Survey Committee 
should be selected for their grasp of strategic problems, both with 
regard to overall strategy in its relation to international policy and 
with respect to the effect on strategy of the development of new 
weapons They should be chosen, moreover, for their appreciation 
of the unified point of view of the Department of Defense and of the 
need for integration of the plans of the several services. 

The Joint Strategic Survey Committee (a) should be reinforced 
with outstanding civilian scientists and perhaps representatives of 
other professions, (6) should be the ageney to work out the integration 
of new weapons into established weapons systems, and (e) should 
make recommendations with respect to the use of completely new 
weapons systems in the plans for future war. Consideration should 
also be given to utilizing on this Committee from time to time the 
experience of some of our outstanding retired officers. 

This Committee should be composed of members of such stature 
and prestige that they can be of the greatest possible assistance to 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. When they report on a matter which they 
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regard as of major importance, their views should be promptly 

transmitted by the Joint Chiefs to the Secretary of Defense, together 

with any comments which the Chiefs themselves might wish to add 

The secretary of Defense might also find it desirable to discuss im- 

portant issues directly with this Committee as well as with the Joint 

Chiefs in order to get the benefit of their individual views 

This Committee, and the other committees and staff groups of the 
Joimt Chiefs of Staff dealing with strategic planning, should work 
closely with the Assistant Secretaries of Defense (particularly those 
for Research and Development, Applications, Engineering, Supply 
and Logistics, International Security Affairs, and the Comptroller 
These committees and groups should make maximum use of the various 
operations analyses and operations research agencies of the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

é) We ith respect to each unified comm an d, the Secretary of 1h lense should 
assign the executive re Spons? bili ity for such command to an litary 
de partment 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, by memorandum from the Secretary of 
Defense, dated April 21, 1948, commonly known as the Key West 
agreement, were assigned responsibility for designating one of their 
members as their executive agent for a unified command. This ar- 
rangement is undesirable in that it permits the assignment of important 
executive functions within the Department of Defense independently 
of the Secretary, confuses the lines of command and responsibility, and 
thereby weakens the traditional principle of civilian control. It als 
leads to the assignment to the individual military chiefs of certain 
administrative and other responsibilities which should be assigned b 
the Secretary of Defense to the individual Secretaries of the military 
departments. Moreover, it confuses the responsibility of the indi- 
vidual military chief of a service to the Secretary of his military de- 
partment, when the military chief is operating as executive agent of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Therefore, the committee recommends that the Secretary of De 
fense, with the approval of the President, should revise the memo- 
randum in question. This revision should provide that the Secretary 
of Defense, after a unified command is eae and its mission 
defined, should designate a military department as the executive 
agency for that command. All orders transmitted to a unified 
command should specify that they are issued by direction of the 
Secretary of Defense. 

The Secretary of Defense, in designating a military department 
as an executive agency, should do so with an Important proviso, 
to wit: That, for the strategic direction and operational control of 
forees and for the conduct of combat operations, the military chief 
of that department should be empowered to receive and transmit 
orders and to act for that department in its executive ageney capacity 
This arrangement will make it always possible to deal promptly 
with emergency or wartime situations. The Committee believes 
that an executive agency should consult as necessary on important 
matters affecting the unified command with the Secretaries or the 
military chiefs of the other services, either individually or sitting as 
Joint Chiefs. This arrangement does, however, leave responsibility 
clearly in the executive agency. 
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The secretary of Defense should select an executive agency for a 
unified command only after receiving the advice of the Joint Chiefs of 


Staff, as at present. He should also receive the advice of the Secre- 
taries of the military departments and other appropriate civilian 
officers In designating an executive agency, the Secretary is acting 


for the President as Commander in Chief and in accordance with the 
policies which the President has established with the advice of the 
National Security Council, and he may therefore need to consult the 
President or the heads of other departments in connection with the 
designation of an executive agency. 

The Secretary of Defense, after approval by the President, should 
appoint the commanders in chief of unified commands. Any changes 
in the mission of a unified command should be effected by the same 
authority as its original assignment. 


4. THE ARMED FORCES POLICY COUNCIL 


The Secretary of Defense should use the Armed Forces Policy 
Council (augmented as he may desire) as his principal advisory group 
on major problems of policy in which he requires both civilian and 
military advice. 

As the Secretaries of the military departments are the principal 
civilian advisers to the Secretary of Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff are his principal military advisers, the Armed Forces Policy 
Council is the group in which the Secretary may obtain combined 
civilian and military advice on major problems. 

This Council is the principal consultative body created by the 
National Security Act to advise the Secretary of Defense on matters 
of broad policy relating to the Armed Forces. Its statutory member- 
ship includes the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense, the 
Secretaries of the military departments, the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and the three militery chiefs. It is the group to 
which the Secretary of Defense may normally turn on issues—for 
example, those which may arise in the National Security Council 
on which he is not willing to rely exclusively on the advice of either 
the Joint Secretaries or the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

The Committee emphasizes, however, that the Secretary of Defense 
should always be free to consult with any group which can be most 
useful to him. The Committee does not believe that the statutory 
langusge regerding the membership of the Armed Forces Policy 
Council should be interpreted so as to restrict the freedom of consulta- 
tion of the Secretary of Defense, or that any traditions or customs 
should be permitted to develop which would hamper the Secretary in 
his flexible and in‘’ormal relations with his subordinates. 


5. OTHER AGENCIES IN THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 


In order to attain the most efficient organization possible, to clarify 
the assignment of responsibilities, and to avoid duplication of effort, 
certain statutory agencies within the Department of Defense should 
be abolished and their functions transferred to the Secretary. 

Such action, which should result in a considerable saving of per- 
sonnel, will necessitate the creation of additional Assistant Secretary 
positions, to which the Secretary may assign the functions of the 
abolished agencies and other stalf functions which may be required. 
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As a general principle, the Committee believes that boards and 
agencies should not be set up by statute in the Office of the Secretary 

of Defense, and that the secretary ol Defense should be left free to 
adjust from time to time the assignment of staff funetions within his 
own office in a flexible and expeditious manner. It finds in particulat 
that the board form of organization of the Munitions Board and the 
Research and Development Board is rigid and unwieldy. It recom- 
mends that these two Boards should be abolished and their functions 
transferred to the Secretary of Defense. It recommends, moreover, 
that the Congress should be requested to authorize the establishment 
of additional Assistant Secretary positions within his Office—3 to take 
the place of the 2 Boards (based on a redistribution of staff functions 
2 to replace individual officials who presently hold other titles, and 1 
to be assigned to ' position formerly filled by an Assistant Secretary 
The Committee believes that with the recruitment of individual 
executives of appropri: ite stature to the Assistant Secretary positions, 
it will be possible to obtain better results with a substantis al reduction 
in the total number of employees. 

The three present Assistant Secretaries of Defense deal with the 
following fields: 

(1) Assistant Secretary (Comptroller 

(2) Assistant Secretary (International Security Affairs). 

(3) Assistant Secretary (Manpower and Personnel) 

The Committee believes that these three Assistant Secretary posi- 
tions should be retained. It believes that it is desirable for the 
Secretary to have the flexibility now given him by law (except in the 
case of the ( ‘omptroller) to assign to these officials such functions 
and duties as he may choose, and that the same principle should be 
followed in setting up additional Assistant Secretary positions. 

The Committee recommends that the Secretary should consider 
assigning to other Assistant Secretaries functions as noted below. 
The Committee also suggests below that certain other staff functions 
may be discharged by officers with other titles, but it has not endeav- 
ored to make detailed recommendations to the Secretary of Defense 
regarding the complete organization of his oflice 

The various Assistant Secretaries should function as staff heads 
within their respective fields, in addition to carrying out such special 
duties and responsibilities as may be assigned to them from time to 
time by the Secretary. They should not be in the direct line of 
administrative authority between him and the three military depart- 
ments, but instead should assist in developing policies, prescribing 
standards, and bringing to the Secretary of Defense information on 
which he may base his decisions. 

One of the greatest problems in administering the Department of 
Defense comes from the difficulty of obtaining complete, accurate, 
and understandable information on which to base decisions. A con- 
spicuous example is the lack of adequate inventory and accounting 
systems in the military departments. Studies initiated last year 
seeking a solution to this problem should be vigorously pursued. The 
Assistant Secretaries of Defense have important responsibilities in 
their respective fields to help the Secretary develop more adequate 
systems for bringing information to him in a form which can serve as 
an adequate basis of policy and operating decisions. 
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In addition, each of the Assistant Secretaries should be responsible 
for helping the Secretary of Defense to carry on a continuous examina- 
tion and audit of the effectiveness and efficiency with which policies 
and programs are being carried out in their particular fields. Policies 
cannot be reviewed entirely on paper at headquarters. Only by visits 
to bases, camps, and other physical installations can representatives 
of the Office of the Secretary of Defense kee p the Secrets uy thoroughly 


informed on the actual results of the program for which he is respon- 
sible. 
(a) Assistant Secre tary (Research and Deve lopment) 

The Research and Development Board, established by the National 
Security Act, was given the responsibility for preparing a complete 
and integrated program of research and development for military 
purposes, and for advising the Joint Chiefs of Staff regarding the 
trends in scientific research relating to national security and regard- 
ing the interaction of research and development and strategy. The 
Board has been handicapped in carrying out its functions by the 
rigidity of its membership and the complicated administrative mech- 
anism inherent in the board-type structure. 

The Committee recommends the dissolution of the Board, the trans- 
fer of its functions to the Secretary of Defense, and the appointment 
of an Assistant Secretary (Research and Development to whom the 
Secretary may assign such of the functions of the present Board as he 
may determine. These steps should make it possible to establish a 
more flexible organization and, by developing a more selective and 
integrated program of research in those fields that can contribute 
most to the security of the Nation, should effect considerable savings 
and accomplish more effective results. 

In making this change, the Secretary of Defense should not sacrifice 
such parts of the present functions of the Research and Development 
Joard as are now operating satisfactorily. 

h) Assistant Secretary | Applications Engineering) 

This official should perform such duties as the Secretary may assign 
to him in the broad field whieb lies between research and development, 
on the one hand, and the quantity production of weapons, on the other. 

He should examine into and make recommendations concerning 
new developments as to their suitability for the purposes intended; 
their reliability, simplicity, and economy of production, especially 
with respect to their suitability for production by existing machine tools 
and other facilities; and their ability to fit into a complete weapons 
system. Some of these functions have been within the scope of the 
Research and Deve lopment Board. 

He should also be assigned certain functions which have been within 
the scope of the Munitions Board, such as engineering policies and 
standardization problems. 

This Assistant Secretary would not relieve the services of their 
responsibility for taking initiative in the development or use of new 
weapons. Instead, he should work closely with the responsible 
officers of the three services who are concerned with such problems, 
to point out unnecessary duplication and obsolete programs that can 
be eliminated, to check on the progress being made, and to assist the 
Secretary of Defense in evaluating such programs in the broad interest 





REPORT OF THE ROCKEFELLER COMMITTEE ON DEFENSE 13 
of national security. He should also consult with the Joint Strategic 
Survey Committee. 

It 's desirable for the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group to be 
made responsible, for administrative purpose , to the Secretary of 
Defense through the Assistant Secretary (Applications Engineering). 
Its primary duty should be to respond to calls for service and assist- 
ance from the Joint Chiefs of Staff or from the Secretary of Defense 

In addition to the military members, this Group should include a 
small staff of outstanding scientists and engineers to make studies of 
our present and future weapons systems and those of other countries, 
their relations to strategy and tactics, and their comparative effective- 
ness and cost. It would rely for a great part of its data on the studies 
prepared in the operations research and operations evaluation groups 
attached to the three military departments. At the same time the 
Weapons Systems Evaluation Group should be enabled to make use 
of the contract method to obtain operations research studies from 
outside the Government, as the three military departments now do. 
The Weapons Systems Evaluation Group should be at least as strong 
an organization as the operations research agencies now maintained 
by contract by the three military departments. 

The Assistant Secretary (Applications Engineering), working with 
the assistance of this Group, should attempt to establish the greatest 
standardization of weapons consistent with the prompt introduction 
of advanced weapons and techniques. 

Assistant Secretary (Supply and Logisties 

This official should have responsibility for the formulation of 
overall policy and for the supervision and review of programs in 
the fields of procurement, production planning, distribution, trans- 
portation, stockpiling, = warehousing. 

He should take over, by delegation from the Secretary, such of the 
functions presently pe ‘formed by the Munitions Board as the Secre- 
tary may assign, for example: 


(1) Appraising the feasibility of Joint Chiefs of Staff plans in 
terms of the availability of materials, end items, components, 
and supporting services. 

(2) Developing systems for production programing, production 
scheduling, and expediting. 

(3) Developing recommendations on requirements for strategic 
materials that should be stockpiled to meet military needs. 

(4) Developing policies and programs for the maintenance 
of industrial facilities required for the production of military 
end items and components in the event of mobilization, 


The change from the board-type operation should make possible 
considerable savings in the numbers of personnel required to do the 
job and should effect even greater dollar savings through more effective 
inventory and stock control and improved accountability for equip- 
ment and supplies. 

The Defense Supply Management Agency should be abolished and 
its functions transferred to the Secretary of Defense. The Secretary 
may wish to delegate them to the Assistant Secretary (Supply and 
Logistics), 
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As part of the general review of the organization of the military 
departments, recommended above, the Secretary of Defense should 
direct the Secretaries of the military departments to undertake the 
reorganization of those parts of the various services concerned with 
procurement, production, distribution, and supply matters. If, in 
order to carry through such reorganization, further statutory authority 
is required, the committee recommends that it be requested. 

The Secretary may wish to consider placing the Military Traffic 
Service under the supervision of the Assistant Secretary (Supply and 
Logistics). 

(d) Assistant Secretary (Properties and Installations) 

In view of the size and importance of the facilities, installations, 
properties, and public-works programs of the Department of Defense, 
it is the committee’s opinion that the statutory position of Director 

Installations should be abolished, and the Secretary should assign 
such of its duties as he may deem appropriate to an Assistant Secretary 
(Properties and Installations). Such an Assistant Secretary would be 
responsible, for example, for reviewing the plans and construction of 
all public-works projects; maintaining a complete inventory of facili- 
ties and their utilization; developing policies and procedures on public- 
works requirements; and developing uniform design criteria and 
construction standards. 

This Assistant Secretary should also undertake such duties as the 
Secretary of Defense may specify in connection with the physical 
maintenance of Government owned and operated facilities. He 
should be responsible for the review of idle properties and their use or 
possible disposition. He should supervise the Armed Forces Housing 
Agency and he should cooperate closely with the Assistant Secretary 
(Supply and Logistics) on — on standby facilities when such 
facilities are owned by the Government. 

(e) Assistant Secretary (Legislative Affairs) 

Until recently, an Assistant Secretary was assigned to deal with 
legislative and legal affairs. In view of the increased importance of 
international security affairs and in view of the fact that only three 
Assistant Secretary positions were available, this assistant secretary 
position was assigned to international security affairs. In the opinion 
of the Committee, the importance of defense legislation to the national 
security and economy fully justifies the assignment of the legislative 
affairs function to an Assistant Secretary of Defense. 

This official should be responsible for the effective coordination of 
the legislative recommendations originating in the military depart- 
ments before submission to Congress. ‘These recommendations cover 
a wide variety of programs and, in support of the effort to achieve 
maximum security at minimum cost, it is essential that they be as 
closely coordinated as possible. In addition, the Congress and its 
committees require information on defense matters promptly in order 
to carry out their responsibilities. The Secretary may wish to assign 
to this official other duties in related areas. 

(f) Assistant Secretary (Health and Medical) 

The Armed Forces Medical Policy Council has recently been 
abolished and its place has been taken by a special assistant to the 
Secretary. In view of the recognized importance of maintaining high 
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health standards among the personnel of the Armed Forces, and of 
providing and managing hospitals and other medical installations at 
the smallest possible cost in dollars and professional personnel, an 
Assistant Secretary position is justified and necessary, in the opinion 
of the Committee, to provide adequate staff assistance in this field 
to the Secretary 

This Assistant Secretary should be charged particularly with making 
studies and recommendations leading toward the development of a 
more unified system of hospitals and training programs for military 
medical personnel, especially in the zone of the interior. As several 
previous studies have pointed out, considerable economies are possible 
in this area, 
(q) General Counsel 


The legal work of the Secretary of Defense should be carried on by 
an office under the direction of a General Counsel of the Department 
of Defense, who should have a rank substantially equivalent to that of 
an Assistant Secretary. Authoritative legal opinions and interpreta- 
tions, When approved by the Secretary of Defense, should be followed 
throughout the entire Department. It is particularly important that 
the Office of the General Counsel should set up close liaison relations 
with the chief legal officers in the three military departments, so that 
the legal work of the entire Department of Defense may be supervised 
and coordinated effectively. Such coordination is particularly neces- 
sary in order to eliminate and prevent confusion which has been caused 
within the Department of Defense and in industry by inconsistent 
opinions, interpretations, and approaches in various departments and 
agencies in the Department of Defense. 

(h) Military liaison committee (atomie eneraqy 

The significance of atomic energy to the development of military 
strategy and weapons systems can hardly be overstated. The de- 
termination of requirements and specifications for atomic weapons is 
an important key to the security of the United States and to the de- 
velopment of future roles and missions of the three services. 

The Atomic Knergy Act of 1946, as amended in 1949, established 
the position of the Chairman of the Miktary Liaison Committee within 
the Department of Defense and outlined the statutory duties of the 
Committee. The position of Chairman has developed in practice a 
somewhat broader function. The Committee believes that the Secre- 
tary should continue to use this position to provide him with a princi- 
pal staff assistant to help him review the general policies of the military 
departments with respect to atomic energy, and to keep him informed 
of all aspects of atomic energy development and uses. In addition, 
the Chairman might be given the duty of reviewing the programs of 
the Armed Forces special weapons project. 

The Chairman of the Military Liaison Committee, besides main- 
taining close liaison with the Atomic Energy Commission, should work 
closely with the proposed Assistant Secretaries for Research and 
Development, Applications Engineering, and Supply and Logistics. 


6. PERSONNEL 


The effective functioning of the Office of the secretary of Defense 
requires that the military departments make highly qualified officers 
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available for duty in this Office and that proper performance of such 
duty, as judged by the Secretary of Defense, will be beneficial to the 
future career of these officers in their own services. 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense necessarily depends to a 
considerable extent for its staff on the assignment of officers from 
the military services. It is of the utmost importance that these 
officers in serving the Secretary in the broad interest of national 
defense do not lose standing in their respective services through a 
lack of appreciation of the importance of this assignment or of the 
accomplishments of the individual officer while on such duty. At the 
present time, many officers feel that assignment in the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense isolates them from their service and deprives 
them of an equal opportunity for promotion with other officers of the 
same age and rank. 

This attitude is reenforced by various procedural handicaps that 
are placed on the submission of efficiency reports by civilian super- 
visors. It is the present policy of the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense that only military officers may execute an officer's formal 
efficiency report, and that civilian supervisors submit reports in 
letter form on officers who serve under them. This is not believed 
to be sound practice Such letters often fail to receive equal con- 
sideration with reports submitted in the usual form by military 
officers. 

The present system of promotion by selection boards has been 
proved sound. One of the duties of the Secretaries of the military 
departments is to see that the selection boards are established and 
operate on a high plane of competence. It is important to seek 
solution to the problems noted above without damage to the present 
professional and nonpolitical system for promoting officers in the 
military services. 

In the opinion of the Committee, the Secretary of Defense should: 

a) Receive the full cooperation of the military departments in 
assigning highly qualified officers to the various agencies working for 
the Secretary of Defense, and in assuring these officers that such 
assignment may afford an opportunity for an important advance in 
their careers 

(b) Authorize civilian officials, by whatever changes in directives 
may be required, to fill out formal efficiency reports for military 
personnel, and require that no other reports be filed on these officers 
for the period they have served full-time in the Office of the Secretary 
if Defense 

(c) Instruct the Secretaries of the military departments to direct 
their selection boards to give the same weight to service in the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense and the efficiency reports from that Office, 
as to service in the military department staff and to efficiency reports 
by departmental officers. In the light of the relationship of the 
military services to the Department of Defense as established by the 
National Security Act, the form of the oath taken by members of 
selection boards should be amended to see that it gives adequate 
recognition to the need for operating in the interest of the Department 
of Defense as a whole, as well as in that of a particular military 
service. 
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(qd) Reexamine the Officer Personnel Act of 1947 and its practical 
administration in the three serv ices, to see what further changes need 
to be made in the present system to assure that service in the Office 
of the Secre tary of Defense will receive equal consideration with that 
in the military services. 

(e) Review the statutes governing officer retirement to determin 
how to correet the defects in the law which at times force the retirement 

the y were 
promoted for outstanding ability at a younger than normal age 
This Committee believes that the organization and procedures 


at the peak ol their usefulness of officers largely because 


recommended in this report will neither operate to best advantage 
nor produce effectiveness and economy unless the Department 
continues to be staffed with competent men and women, military and 
civilian, especially selected and trained for their important duties 
We feel that the problem of attracting and holding career personnel 
needs restudy and prompt action. While the assignment of this 
Committee was limited to the organization and procedures of the 
Department of Defense, it was, on several occasions, brought to ou 
attention that the inducements and rewards of the civilian and military 
career services may not have kept pace W ith the attractions of private 
enterprise. In the opinion of this Committee, this other phase of thi 
administrative problem cannot be overemphasized. 
NELSON A. ROCKEFELLER, 
Chairman 
Omar N. BRADLEY, 
General of the Army 
VANNEVAR BusH 
Miztron S. ErsENHOWER 
ARTHUR S. FLEMMING 
Ropert A. Lover1 
DAvIpD SARNOFI 
APRIL 11, 1953 
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The National Security Act clearly establishes and determines that the power 
of the Secretary of Defense is of the highest order of magnitude in the Depart 


ment of Defense. The law does this in such manner and with such finality as to 
eliminate any reasonable doubt Che statute accomplishes this in three ways 
First, the law designates the Secretary of Defense as the “head of an executive 
department of the Government.”? This phrase ‘“‘head of an executive department 
of the Government” was not a chance expression It is a phrase of “‘legal art 


Since July 28, 1789, this terminology has always been used by Congress in the 
statutes defining the responsibility and authority of the chief officer of each 










executive department. The phrase “head of an executive department of the 
Government” deseribes the highest order of authority and responsibility in an 
executive department. In the vernacular ‘ * For 
instance, the complete authority of the Attor of the d States 
over the Department of Justice de pends on 

The phrase “head of the department’ law 
certain well-recognized connotations By ce the 
executive department” is a member of the ¢ 1¢ 
is the officer of the department most closely associated with the source of supreme 
power. In law, the ‘head of the executive department s the one, among all 
officers in the entire est shment, who may prescribe regulations for the govern- 
ance of the whole department The basic statute of 1789 provides that the 
“head of the department” (and this refers to all departments) has the power to 
“preseribe reguiations for the government of the department, the conduct of its 
officers and clerks, the distribution and performance of its business, and the 


custody, use and preservation of the records papers, and property appertaining 


to it.’ 

Such regulations, when not contrary to a specific prohibition of law, of them- 
selves have the force and effect of law lherefore, the regulations of the head of 
the department legally bind under oath all officers and employees of the depart 
ment of whatsoever authority, rank, or station. This right to govern the de- 
partment appertains to ho other officer save the one designated as the head 
In the Department of Defense only the Secretary of Defense by law is ‘‘the head 
thereof’? and has the general right to govern the Department of Defense 

Second, the National Security Act, as amended, specifically states that the 











Secretary of Defense shall have “direction, authority and control over the 
Department of Defense.”’ Originally, the statute contained the word “general” 
in front of these three words of command In the period 1947-49, this word 
“general” was seized upon by some to argue that the drafters of the statute had 
intended to limit the authority of the Secretary of Defens Such argument was 
obviously without substance, but to make their intent doubly clear, Congress i 
1949 struck out the word “general.” The words “direction, authority and con- 
trol” are clear enough by themselves, but to make doubt ipossible, Cl iar 
Vinson, of the House Armed Services Committee, stated i the cong? ial 
debates as follows: 

“This sentence giving the Secretary direction, authority and control is the 





heart of this legislation. * * * In order that 
direction, authority and control mean, I want to give you their mear 

“Direction means the act of governing, management, superintends 

“Authority means legal power; a right to command; the right and power of a 
publie officer to require obedience to his order lawfully issued in the scope of his 
public duties. 

“Control means power or authority to manage, to direct, superintend, regulate 
direct, govern, administer, or oversee. 

“So under this law the Secretary of Defense is to have clearcut authority to 
run the Department of Defense.’ 

After such legislative history, can anyone honestly doubt the congressional 
intent? If the Secretary of Defense has the power to “govern, manage and 
superintend”’; if he has the “legal power to command and to require obedience 
to his lawful commands”’; if he has the power to “‘regulate, to administer and to 
oversee’; and if this power is specifically by its terms extended throughout the 
Department of Defense, as it is, then, the Secretary of Defense has supreme 
authority in the Department of Defense and his power is of the highest order of 
magnitude therein, 

Third, Congress in the National Security Act made the Secretary of Defense 
“the principal assistant to the President in all matters relating to the Department 
of Defense.’”’ These are words of potent authority, for, the President under t 
Constitution is the Commander in Chief. And, the Secretary of Defense is thus 
made the Commander in Chief’s deputy in all matters relating to the Department 
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legislative history of this provision also shows beyond the possibility of 
lenge that Congress was well aware of the distinetive constitutional command 
ships between the President and certain officers in the Department of 
Under this power, then, the Secretary of Defe nse is the highest military 

r of the Department 





Che fact that statutes have been passed subsequent to the 1949 amendments 














National Security Act whicl statutes cor fer spec fic authorities on a 
Secretary of a particular military department or other subordinate officer of the 
Department does not detract from the supreme authority of the Secretary of 
Defer Once supreme authority is established it need not be rept atedly 

ned On the contrary, it would require a most specific and emphatic 
ent to restrict or detract from the supr vuithoritv conferred on the 
Secretary of Defer n the basi atute, the National se rity Act, as amended 
he supre! power of the Secretary of Defense a few and are 
pecifie ( ed the National Security Ac They ar 
The Secretary of Jefense may not exercise his power so as to transfer, 
reassign, abolish, or consolidate the combatant functions of the military service 
I} cope and definition of what is meant by ‘‘combatant function” are carefully 
pelled hat such scope be enlarged or 
1 is not specifically there 
2 ireetly acco nplish what is directly 
forbid 
3 The Secretary of Defense cannot merge the three militar lepartments or 
leprive the Secretaries of those departments of thei 





organizations, subject to his power and authority 
rhis prohibition is reinforced by the affirmative provision that ‘‘the Departments 


of the Army, Navy, and Air Force shall be separately administered by theic respec- 











tive Secretaries under the direction, authority and control of the Secretary of 
Defense.”’ The argument that the words varately administered”’ detract from 
the lirection, authority, and control’’ of the Secretary of Defense is without sub- 
tance on its face and obviously is contrary to congressional intent Separately 
administered” simply means that the Secretary of Defense cannot exercise his 
ipreme power so as to destroy the separate entities ol the three military depart- 
ment or deny them the right to operate in the spheres assigned to them by the 
law, or deprive their respective Secretaries of their top administrative position 

over eir respective departme S 
1) The Secretary of Defense cannot use his legal power to establish a single 


ander of all the Armed Forces; an operating military supreme command over 





the Armed Forces: or a supreme Armed Forces general staff. This prohibition on 
the exercise of the Secretary's power and authority is expressed in two places in 
he National S« ritv Act It provided for in the preamble to the statute and 

a phrase to the effect that the Secretary may not “establish a military staff.” 
The legislative history of the statute shows unmistakably that the prohibition 
ha ot establish a military staff’ was never intended by the Congress to 
operate as a limitation on the power of the Secretary of Defense to establish in his 
oO ( cl ff units or agencies as he felt might be necessary to assist him it 
arrving out any responsibility to him under law. The Secretary of Defense has 
f power, expre Vv granted in the law, to set up such units and to staff them with 
ther civilian or military personnel as he choose K:vervone familiar with the 
backgr 1 and legislative history of the National Security Act knows just what 
Congres eant bv the tert military staff The general staff type of military 
as if existed in Germany, has been explained, defined, and attacked in 
Congress often enoug! That form of militarv staff is completely different from 
the emplovment bv the Secretary of assistants, either as individuals or grouped 
into o i ed units, to advise and assist him. There is no limitation upon the 
f prob r subject atter hi the Secretary may assign to such 
assistat or units Such problems, in the Secretary’s discretion, may involve 
engineering, standardization, weapons evaluation, program review, physical audits 

and pections, or whatever else the Secretary mav choose. 

lhe Secretarv of Defense may not transfer, reassign, abolish, or consolidate 


a specific function assigned by the National Security Act or some other law to 





another officer or organizational segment of the Department, unless he first reports 
his intended action to the Armed Services Committees of the Congress It should 
re {that only areport, not prior ay proval, 1s required 

nguage clearly presupposes that the Secretary of Defense, as head of the 


1, or consoli- 


Department of Defense, has the authority to transfer, reassign, abolis 
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date functions within the Department, as long as the Secretary does not violate 
one ot the above spr ined limitations upon his gencral power 

(6) The following provision of the law is not reallv a limitation on the power 
the Secretary ol Defense, namely the provision that nothing in the statute shall 
be construed to prevent a Secretary of a military department or a member of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff from presenting to the Congress, on his own initiative 
after first so informing the Secretary of Defense, any recommendation relating 


to the Department of Defense th: 


t he mav deem prope! 
This provision needs no further « laboration 





The six foregoing limitations are all the specifie restrictions placed upon the 


| | 
supreme power ol! the Secretary of Defense to exercise full and con plete control 
over the Department of Def st 

There remains for discu ion only one further ¢ estion, Does the fact that 
various laws, some passed after the enactme nt of the Nat nal Security Act, vest 
specific statutory authorities i subordinate officers of the Department i 
way impair the supreme authority of the Secretary of Defenss 

hese laws vesting specific statutory authorities in subordinate officers of the 
Department in no way impair the supreme authority of the Secretary over t 
Department This is true irrespective of the time of passage of such laws 

General provisions of Iipreme author t lo not have to be repeate 1 As enc 


executive department o the Federal Government has its own statutor head, its 


own internal administrative command structure, its separate statutory authorities, 
duties, and responsibilities and its individual traditions, eustoms, and usa ) 
also has the Depart me nt of Defense been cut fror the il clot! Presidential 
executive powe! flows over the separate lependent lepartments and est 

lishments of the Fe leral Government, is superior to vet permeates the whole So 
also the executive authority, direction, and control of the Secretary of Defense 
flows over the agencies and organizations of the Department of Defense No one 
at this date in our constitutional history would seriously advance the argument 
that because specific laws vest particular duties and responsibilities in the heads of 
executive departments, therefore the President does not have and cannot exert 

supreme executive power over the entire fabrie Che power of the Secretary of 


Defense is in the same relative positior 
In the study of the theorv of executive power In the Government, it is quite 








normal and customary to find that powers of different magnitude are frequently 
exercised in the same area at the same time his is true even tl igh the power 
of one order of magnitude i lerived from a specifie law vhbereas the power of 
the h magnitude relies upon the words of general import or ev 
upon of the organizatio itsel Phere snot erentlv strange 
alien, the cone t of orders of magnitude execut e power in the 
Federal Government. Such orders do not mutually exelude each other nor do the 
operate in specibe corners or tin) segments Vhev operate toget I he higher 
order, however, when it is exercised in a given area, IS supreme al 1 overrides the 
lower order Insofar as the power of the Secretary of Defense is concerned, there 
is no legal significance in the fact that various laws have been enacted from time 
to time vesting specific authorities in subordinate officers of the Department he 
time of passage of these laws is of no importance 
SUMMARY 

Tosummarize, we are of the opinion that the National Security Act, as amended, 
grants to the Secretary of Defense supreme power and author 
of the Department of Defense and all its organizations and agen 
that the power of the Secretary of Defense extends to all matte 
Department of whatsoever kind or nature; that the statute } 
power and authority of the Secretar are iperior to the authorities possesse¢ 1 | 
anv other official, officer, or member of the Department; that the Secretary's 
power in the Department is the superior power irrespective of when or how a1 
other individual’s power was derived Che limitations on the exercise of the 
Secretary’s power are only six and they are specifica defined These limitations 
have been discussed in detail herei We do not believe they were intended by the 
Congress to go bevond what we have outlined 

H. Struve HENSEI 
Cow tn he C'amn fee or De ( ment of Defense Org 107 
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APPENDIX B 


LIST O} THOSE INVITED TO PRESENT THEIR VIEWS TO THE COMMITTEE ON 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ORGANIZATION 


Persor who met with the Committee: 

Robert B Andersor . Seer tary of the Navy 

Gen. J. Lawton Collins, Chief of Staff, United States Army 

Charles A. Coolidge, former Assistant Secretary of Defense (Legal and 
Legislative Affairs 

Ferdinand Eberstadt, Chairman, Hoover Commission Task Foree on Na- 
tional Militarv Establishment 

Adm. William M. Fechteler, Chief of Naval Operations, United States Navy 

Thomas Kk. Finletter, former Secretary of the Air Fores 

John F. Floberg, Assistant Secretarv of Navy for Air 

Gen. Alfred M. Gruenther, United States Army, Chief of Staff, SHAPE 

John C. Houston, Jr., Acting Chairman, Munitions Board 

Dan A. Kimball, former Secretary of the Navy 

Frederick J. Lawton, special assistant to the Director, Bureau of the Budget 

John J. MeCloy, former Assistant Secretary of War 

\\ J. MeNeil Assistant Secretary of Defense Comptrolle r 

Adm. I. M \eQuistor executive officer, Reserve Forces Police, Board, Office 











of Secretary of Defense 

Frank ¢ Nash, Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security 
Affa 

Ira Pace, Jr., former Seere 

( L. C. Shepherd, Jr., ( orps 

R rt ‘J stevens, secre ur 

Lewis L. Strauss, special as t of the United States for 
Atomie | erg 

Harold |} Talbott. Secretary of the Air Force 

Cre Ho S. Vand erg, Chief of Staff, United States Air Fore 

Walter G. Whitma chait i fesearch and Development Board 


APPENDIX C 
LIST O} rATEMENT AND COMMUNICATIONS REVIEWED BY rHE COMMITTEE 


Letter from Congressma Ellsworth to Secretary Wilson on management i! 
Department of Defe se, Februar. 3, 1953 
Letter from Senator Flanders to Secretary Wilson on unification, February 15, 


Letter from Lt. Gen. H. 8. Aurand to Dr. Milton Eisenhower enclosing speech on 

! y requ ts 1 rt f ign poliev, March 7, 1953 

Letter from Robert W. Johnson to Mr. Rockefeller on organization of Department 
of Defense, March 10, 1953 

Letter from Henry N. Sachs to Secretary Wilson on reorganization of Department 
of Defense, March 10, 1953 

Letter from Congressman Riehlman to Mr. Rockefeller, on unified chaplains’ 
service, March 10, 1953 

Letter from Senator Symington to Secretary Wilson on Secretary Lovett’s letter 
to the President, March 14, 1953 

Letter from the Reserve Officers Association of the United States to Mr. Rocke- 
feller, on organization of Department of Defense, March 23, 1953 

Letter from Mr. T. T. Teague to Mr. Rockefeller on equal promotions for all 
services, March 28, 1953 

Letter from the National Guard Association of the United States to Mr. Rocke- 
feller, on organization of Department of Defense, April 8, 19538 

Letter from the Marine Corps Reserve Officers Association to Mr. Rockefeller, 
on organization of Department of Defense, April 10, 1953 
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APPENDIx D 
List oF PUBLISHED DocuMENTS CONSIDERED BY THE COMMITTEE AND Its STAFF 


I, LEGISLATION 


National Security Act of 1947, as amended to January 8, 1952 
Atomie Energy Act of 1946, as amended to November 1952 
Mutual Security legislation and related documents to November 1952 
Universal Military Training 1 Service Act as amended to June 1951 
General Services Administratio federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended to July 1952 





SOth Congress 

Officer Personnel Act of 1947, Publie Law 381 

Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947, Publie Law 413 

Navy Organization Act, 1948, Publie Law 43 

Women’s Armed Services Integration Act of 1948, Publie Law 625 

Army and Air Force Vitalization and Retirement Equalization Act of 1948, 
Publie Law 810 





Sist Conqress 

National Housing Act, amended, Publie Law 211 

Career Compensation Act of 1949, Publie Law 351 

Uniform Code of Military Justice, Publie Law 506 

Army Organization Act of 1950, Publie Law 581 

Army and Air Foree Authorization Act of 1949, Pul Cc aw 604 
Armories Construction Act of 1950, Publie Law 783 

82d Conaqre Ss 

Renegotiation Act of 1951, Publie Law 9 

Air Foree Organization Act of 1951, Publie Law 1 

Marine Corps strength and Joint Chiefs of Staff relationship, Public Law 416 
Defense Cataloging and Standardization A¢ Public Law 436 

Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952, Publie Law 476 

Defense Department Appropriation Act of 1953, Public Law 488 

Military Public Works authorization, Public Law 534 





II PRESIDENTIAL MESSAGI AND CONGRI IONAL H RINGS AND REPORTS 
Hearings before House Select Committee on Postwalr \ | ary Pol cy W oodr 
committee), single Department of Armed Forces, 78th Congress, 2d sessio1 
April-May 1944 
Hearings before Senate Committee on Military Affairs, S. 84, Department of 


Armed Forces, and 8. 1482, Department of Military Security, 79th Congress, 


Ist session, Oectober—December 1945 








\fessage from the President to Congress re lesting ncat ot rhe Armed 
Forees of the United States, December 19, 1945 H Doc No 592. TUth 
Cong 

Hearings before Senate ¢ ommittee on Naval Irs, S. 2044 nliiving the depart 
ments and agencies relating to common defense, 79th Congress, 2d sessi 
April, May, July, 1946 

Report of Committee on Military Affairs Thomas report) on Department I 
Common Defense, May 13, 1946 (S. Rept. No. 1328, 79th Cor 

Communication from the President transmitting basic elements of the unification 
of the War and Navy Departments, January 20, 1947 (H. Doc. No. 56, 80tI 
Cor 

Hearings before the Senate Commit on Armed S« ce S. 758 ea ol 
the armed services, SOth Congress, Ist mn, March-Ma 47 

Hearings before the House Committee « Expenditures Executive Depart- 
ments, H. R. 2319, provision of a National Defense Establishment, 80th Cor 
gress, Ist session Anpril—Julv 1947 
teport of Senate Committee on Armed Ser ces Cyur repor ‘ Nationa 
Security Act of 1947, June 5, 1947 (S. Rept. No. 239, &¢ or 


Report of House Committee 
Security Act, July 16, 1947 (H. Rept. No. 961, 80th ( 

Conference report (Hoffman report) on National Securit Act, Julv 24, 1947 
H. Rept. No. 1051, 80th Cong 
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Hearing before House Committee on Armed Services, amendment to National 
ecurity Act to provide for an Under Secretary, 81st Congress, Ist session, 
February 16, 1949 





Heari s before Senate and House Committees o1 Armed services, amendments 
to National Security Act, Slst Congress, Ist session, March—Ju L949 
Message from the President transmitting recommendations relating to the transfer 


of certain authority within the National Security Organization to the Secretary 
of Defense, March 7, 1949 (H. Doc. No. 99, 8list Cong 


Re rt of Cor ttee on Armed Services (Tvdings report) on National Security 
Act Amendment f 1949, Mav 12, 1949 (S. Rept. No. 366, Slst Cong 
Report of Con ittee on Armed Services (Vinson report nm reorganizing fiseal 


ina ent in National Military Establishment, July 14, 1949 (Hl. Rept. No 


( ference report on National Security Act Amendments of 1949, July 29, 1949 
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V. MISCELLANEOUS 
Senator Stuart Symington, speech in Philadelphia, Pa., March 11, 1953 
Congressman Paul W. Shafer, remarks in House of Representatives regarding 
the Committee on Organization, Congressional Record, March 11, 1953, page 
1943 
Congressman James EF. Van Zandt, speech in House of Representatives regarding 
the Committee on Organization, Congressional Record, March 25, 1953, page 
A1580 
Congressman Overton Brooks, remarks in 
proposed changes in military organizatior 
sional Record, March 26, 1953, page 2439 


of Representatives regarding 





cting Reserve forces, Congres 


Congressman Paul W. Shafer, remarks in House of Rept itives, including 
letter and statement of Robert W. Johnson, regarding the Committee on Organ 
ization, Congressional Record, March 26, 1953, page A1655 

Senator R. ¢ Hendrickson, remarks in Senate Irie 1 et r and stateme! 
by Robert W. Johnson, regarding the Committee on Orga tion, Congressional 


Record, March 30, 19538, page 2539 
Congressman B. W. Kearney, remarks in House of Repr tatives re 





centralization of military power, Conger p 1 Re rd. March 30. 1953 pent 
11762 
Senator Leverett Saltonstall, remarks in > ite inviting att tion to correst 
ence with the President regardit litar ‘ 
budget, Congressit | Reeord \pr 2? 1953. pa ITSO 
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